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their children's futures, including their educational outcomes, in the United States. According to immigration researchers, this optimism notwithstanding, there is a gap between what immigrant parents hope for and how their children fare, depending on how they have been incorporated into the United States along the lines of labor market, legal status, neighborhood, and race (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001) . Given this volume's emphasis on ESEA, I primarily focus on immigrant newcomer populations from economically disadvantaged backgrounds, the ways they have been framed in debates about the achievement gap in education, and how they and their families have been incorporated into our K-12 schools and the college pipeline.
Researchers have increasingly pointed out that while K-12 and postsecondary currently exist as separate systems with little interaction, there is a need to integrate research, policy, and practice between the two. The systems are intrinsically linked in what some have described as a K-16 pipeline (Price, 2005) . The existing research on how K-12 experiences are associated with student academic outcomes and retention in college, although scarce, does suggest the following: Precollege curriculum and high school graduation requirements do not map well with requirements of college admissions offices and the labor market; the more rigorous high school curriculum one takes, the better chance one has of not only enrolling in but also being prepared for college. A K-16 system would thus provide K-12 schools a better understanding of what students need to be prepared for postsecondary education and would provide postsecondary schools a clear picture of the particular skill sets with which their students are arriving (Louie, in press-b) .
The college pipeline is a crucial site of inquiry given that the bachelor's degree has become the key to higher earnings and, overall, to a middle-class lifestyle in the United States. As recently as the 1950s and 1960s, college graduates, on average, earned only about 20% more than high school graduates. By 1979, however, college-educated workers made 1.5 times more a year than workers with only a high school diploma, and by 1999 that had risen to 1.8 times more (Wilson, 1999) . In an increasingly globalized economy that privileges information and communication technologies, this emphasis on higher education in the American labor market is likely to continue.
In summary, regardless of nativity status, children from economically disadvantaged backgrounds face a formidable set of educational challenges: public K-12 schools characterized by new standards of accountability, ongoing debates about whether teachers have lower expectations for poor and working-class children, and an institutional disconnection from higher education. Meanwhile, they will be incorporated into a labor market privileging college degrees (Furstenberg, Rumbaut, & Settersten, 2005; Stein, 2004; Wilson, 1980 Wilson, , 1987 . For immigrant children of working-class backgrounds, the stakes are arguably complex. On one hand, they face the social stresses common to migration across social class, such as loss of status and cultural markers and transitions around language. On the other hand, they confront the additionally daunting task of having only a single generation to make the dramatic leap up the educational ladder far beyond their parents' relatively low levels of formal schooling (Capps & Passel, 2004; Louie, 2004; Portes & Rumbaut, 2001) . As Fernandez-Kelly and Schauffler (1994, p. 686 ) succinctly put it: "The fates of immigrant children divide in consonance with the kind and quantity of economic opportunity."
Given the focus on social mobility in much of the immigration research in the United States, it is not surprising that schooling has typically served as an explanatory variable in labor market attainment studies. The processes of schooling, particularly the crucial relationship between K-12 schools and postsecondary institutions, in the context of aspirations, outcomes, and institutions are only starting to be mapped. This chapter is an initial mapping of this domain, and I draw on three key literatures that do not often speak to one another: educational research on ESEA and NCLB; disciplinary inquiries on the pipeline to college, notably anthropology, political science, history, economics, and sociology; and studies of immigration and education.
My discussion in this chapter is thus structured as follows. First, I outline some general trends among immigrant newcomer students around high school completion and college enrollment and completion. Second, I discuss the history and legislative intent of ESEA, which was grounded in civil rights and equal opportunity initiatives rather than a concern with the new immigration that was just starting in 1965. I pay particular attention to the culture of poverty thesis and implications for children, namely the ways in which they are seen and labeled in schools and the education they receive. I also examine the history and implications of NCLB. Third, I outline how research on the pipeline to college 2 has complicated our understandings of the crucial relationships delineated in ESEA and NCLB, namely among students, families, schools, and communities. Fourth, I turn to the immigrant newcomer population, reviewing selected statewide figures for pre-K-12 limited-English-proficient (LEP) and immigrant enrollments. Fifth, I examine the extant literature on immigrant newcomer students; specifically, I assess how the ways they have been characterized in media accounts and some of the earlier research fit well with the culture of poverty argument underlying ESEA's birth and subsequent incarnations and how more recent research has attempted to complicate this picture by focusing on social capital, cultural belonging, language, and institutional programs. Finally, I consider lines of future inquiry.
IMMIGRANT NEWCOMER STUDENTS AND THE COLLEGE PIPELINE
The classic terminology employed by immigration scholars has defined the first generation as foreign-born individuals and the second generation as the U.S.-born children of immigrants. In the case of the third generation, both the child and parents were born in the United States. Generational data on immigrant newcomer students are often difficult to obtain in large-scale data sets. Data from the Current Population Survey (March 2002, Table 10 ) demonstrate the benefits of generational analyses. Overall, among adults 25-44 years of age, Asian American students, in the aggregate, are completing high school at far higher rates than their Latino counterparts and at the same rate as Whites. Along with Latinos, African American students are not doing as well; according to Fuligni and Hardway (2004) , while African American students made gains relative to Whites during the 1970s and 1980s, the Black-White achievement gap in high school completion has not improved much since then. The picture for Latinos in terms of high school completion has seen more variation, but overall there has not been much improvement since the 1970s. An important caveat is that, in the United States, the wide variations in national origins and ethnicity among migrants from Latin America, the Caribbean, and Asia are typically collapsed into the pan-ethnic categories of Latino and Asian. Unfortunately, many of the existing data do not disaggregate according to ethnicity and, thus, can mask variation (Fuligni & Hardway, 2004) .
In the aggregate, although Asians are faring better than Latinos, it is clear that a second-generation advantage exists for both groups. Consistent with the findings of immigration research, the U.S.-born children of immigrants are outperforming both the first and third generations, a phenomenon scholars attribute in part to the immigrant optimism of their parents and their native English-language abilities (Kao & Tienda, 1995; Portes & Rumbaut, 2001) . Researchers have cautioned us to consider whether the foreign born (the first generation) have had any experience with U.S. schools. The distinction can be important. If researchers consider only Hispanic immigrant teenagers 16 to 19 years of age who have been enrolled in U.S. schools, the high school dropout rate is "about 15 percent, approximately twice the non-Hispanic white dropout rate" (Morse, 2005, pp. 4-5) but lower than the group's overall dropout rate. If researchers consider youth in the largest of the Latino subgroups, namely Mexican immigrant youth 16 to 19 years of age, overall "about 40 percent are dropouts," as compared with 20% for youth who have attended U.S. schools (Morse, 2005, pp. 4-5) .
In terms of college enrollment at 2-and 4-year institutions and attainment of bachelor's degrees among adults 25-44 years of age, Asian Americans outpace all other groups, both by generation and across generations. By the same token, Latinos are faring the worst (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2002, Table 10 ). There continues to be a second-generation advantage for both groups, however. What remains unclear is whether there is a selectivity effect according to social class (see discussion later in this chapter), namely, whether Asian Americans are coming from more advantaged socioeconomic backgrounds.
For the purposes of K-12 and postsecondary education, we need a more refined way of analyzing generational distinctions, particularly among the foreign-born or first generation. Among foreign-born children, defined as those 18 years of age or younger, does age of arrival matter, and, if so, how? The limitations of nationally representative data sets 3 have previously stymied the efforts of researchers to answer this question. By using various data sets, Rumbaut (2004) was able to provide the following key developmental distinctions: The members of the 1.75 generation arrived in early childhood (0-5 years of age) and were not educated in their homeland; the members of the 1.5 generation arrived in middle childhood (6-12 years of age) and had some early schooling in their homeland but completed the bulk of their education here; and the members of the 1.25 generation arrived in adolescence (13-17 years of age) and may have had some secondary schooling in the United States.
Such distinctions, for example, matter in the crucial area of language assimilation. Drawing on the 5 Percent Public Use Microdata Sample from the 2000 U.S. Census, with a focus on the years , Rumbaut (2004 found that generational status is linked to both English-language proficiency and proficiency in parents' language, with 85% of members of the second generation, for example, reporting that they spoke English very well in all three survey periods; members of the 1.5 generation were the least linguistically assimilated (it should be noted that the 1.25 generation was not included in this analysis). The bearing of these refined generational distinctions on educational aspirations, processes, and outcomes still needs to be charted. First, though, it is necessary to provide an analysis of the K-12 public school system immigrant newcomer students have entered in the past four decades as it has been shaped by ESEA and NCLB. This is the subject of the next section.
HISTORY, GOALS, AND DISCOURSE OF ESEA AND NCLB
To understand the birth of ESEA and its evolution over time into NCLB, one needs to situate the legislation in the civil rights era in which it was born. Issues of poverty, race, and equity dominated scholarly and policy considerations of how to reduce the gaps in schooling experiences between low-income students and their more affluent counterparts, as well as between Whites and Blacks (Borman, 2005) . ESEA was thus a key part of President Lyndon B. Johnson's Great War on Poverty. As Stein (2004) has argued, a linchpin of the policy understandings surrounding ESEA and Title I, which was intended for the "education of children of low-income families," was a cultural argument about poverty. Derived from the idea that a group's values and beliefs shape behaviors that either promote or retard its success, this explanation, for example, attributes the high concentrations of female-headed households, crime, and poverty among African American neighborhoods in metropolitan centers to the culture of the Black poor. Proponents of this explanation have thus pointed to a culture of poverty as the cause of intergenerational poverty. 4 In this vein, the Moynihan report (Rainwater & Yancey, 1967) has been interpreted as linking African American socioeconomic status and the problems of social disorganization in the ghettos to the "deterioration of the Negro family," itself a legacy of slavery. According to the cultural explanation, African Americans lack the "strong family bonds" and reliance on hard work that immigrants from both earlier and more contemporary waves of migration have been able to employ to overcome disadvantages in the labor market.
It is this cultural argument, one of generational disadvantage passed on through home cultures that did not value schooling, that Stein (2004) claimed became a key plank in the logic of ESEA. The other plank is the ensuing idea that the war on poverty could be fought in the educational arena. According to Stein: If poor parents were inevitably going to teach their children the culture of poverty . . . then the schools could impart a cultural alternative. Local educational agencies throughout the country could change the dynamics of persistent intergenerational poverty by compensating for the cultural deficiencies of the poor through supplementary educational services. (2004, p. 32) At the same time, an opportunity was missed for policy-makers to address the structural conditions that constrain people's behaviors and range of opportunities, or the counterpoint to the cultural argument.
5 Furthermore, classroom practices often served to work against the aims of ESEA. Test scores, either separately or along with family measures of poverty, became the criteria for the Title I designation, which led to a system of de facto labeling of Title I students as "educationally disadvantaged youth" or "at-risk students. " Stein (2004, p. xv) argued that this labeling mapped onto race and class and created low expectations for the educational achievement of the children themselves, who were viewed in terms of "deficiency and deficit" (p. 92). In other words, the Title I designation brought to mind assumptions about the students surrounding "family conditions, language barriers, and behavior issues" (Stein, 2004, p. 92 ) that did not necessarily facilitate their learning or achievement and may have worked against it. Institutionally speaking, the focus on equity also became blurred as schools had more incentive to maintain a relatively large pool of "educationally disadvantaged youth" or "at-risk students" as a way of retaining access to federal dollars (Stein, 2004) . In short, the academic achievement of economically disadvantaged students could put in peril the budgets of the schools themselves.
In Chapter 1 Borman (2005) frames the early decades of implementation in two stages: an initial period characterized by "misuse of Title I funds" rather than their use in developing "effective programs for poor, low-achieving students" (p. xx), followed by community pressures that led to a new stage during the 1970s and 1980s. This new stage focused more on access, program content and evaluation, and the development of state and district bureaucracies as appropriate means of oversight. As did Stein (2004) , Borman notes that the development of classroom practices for poor, lowachieving children grew out of this nexus of "bureaucratic regulations" rather than from the fields of research and practice. Overall, the existing tensions between poverty and education and between individual students and academic performance were often debated but never fully resolved in the evolution of ESEA until NCLB emerged as a seeming answer.
When NCLB was passed by Congress in 2001, it ushered in a new era of federal involvement in elementary and secondary school education, as well as a new era of accountability. The specific mandates that are the focus of this chapter are (a) the annual testing of students in Grades 3-8 in reading and mathematics and at least once in Grades 10-12; (b) the reporting of school data on students' test performance along the lines of race/ethnicity, special education, LEP, 6 or low-income status; (c) the designation of schools as possibly failing according to adequate yearly progress (AYP) reports; (d) plans to improve schools identified as being in need of improvement; and (e) the development of a pool of highly qualified teachers (Karen, 2005) . Under NCLB, parents whose children are enrolled in schools that do not make AYP for 2 consecutive years have the right to remove their children and enroll them in a better-performing school, a transaction paid for by the school district. The district must also fund supplemental programs for schools that do not make AYP for 3 consecutive years. The overall goal, as specified in NCLB, is to achieve parity in test scores among students of different groups by the academic year 2013-2014, including "the performance of LEP students on English language proficiency tests" (Morse, 2005, p. 10 ).
On one level, NCLB was the result of a shift that had begun in 1989 during the first Bush administration with the Educational Summit of State Governors. As noted by Stein (2004) , institutionalized responses came to the forefront of the agenda in the form of ways to meet "high standards and national goals" for "all children" (p. 80). No longer was the dialogue solely about low-income children and how to negotiate lowered expectations for them. In fact, the idea was that school-wide reforms were a way of better serving low-income children. As observed by Borman (2000 Borman ( , 2005 , Title I went from a "supplemental remedial program to the key driver of the standardsbased school-wide reform movement" (Borman, 2005, p. xx) .
Ironically, the state initiatives that formed the basis for the concept of accountability and academic standards have had mixed results. In the case of California, Kirst (2002) noted that the political stakes attached to systems of accountability have led to the inverse of the goals of testing; namely, "the tests drove the standards and the curriculum rather than the other way around" (p. 47). Furthermore, there has not been enough evidence demonstrating that California's accountability system actually results in improved classroom practice (Kirst, 2002, p. 49) . Nonetheless, states have increasingly linked performance on such tests to high school graduation, teachers are tending to teach to tests, and students are evaluating their own abilities as per their test scores (Conley, 2003) . In the domain of English-language learners, the issues have been particularly complex. The challenges involved in accurately assessing the performance and progress of children who are English-language learners have prompted lawsuits filed by several school districts in California against the state, contending that the tests are "unfair and discriminatory" (Murphy, 2005) . Moreover, as pointed out by Conley (2003) , standards-based educational reform has not engaged the role of higher education and what students need to learn in K-12 to be adequately prepared, a gap mentioned earlier.
In summary, it could be said that NCLB heralded the turn from individual poor children designated as eligible for Title I programs to quality education for all children, the schools themselves, and specific instructional practices. Along these lines, it is argued that interventions should be made at the level of schools, with a focus on replicable programs, rather than at the level of children.
Despite the symbolic shift between ESEA and NCLB in discourse and aims, NCLB has its own share of very real issues that could work against its stated goals. One is how testing is used. In addition to the claim that teachers are "teaching to the test," critics have challenged high-stakes testing for placing "too much emphasis on a single indicator in violation of test theory" (Dworkin, 2005, p. 170) . The results, critics have claimed, are detrimental to student learning as a result of cheating on the part of school staff, who wish to maintain the reputation of their schools, and lowered outcomes among students who do not test well in the present formats, with particularly negative consequences among economically disadvantaged and racial/ethnic minority students (Dworkin, 2005, p. 170) . At the other end of the spectrum, there is widespread acknowledgment of the benefits of testing and the need for school accountability. Proponents of testing nonetheless point out that more time and research are necessary for the development of "valid, reliable, and fair tests" than presently allocated by NCLB. Variation in state tests, for example, poses challenges for researchers related to comparability of results (Dworkin, 2005, p. 171) . Overall, according to Daniel Koretz, an expert on educational assessment, there needs to be more attention paid to evaluating the testing systems and how they are used, notably whether they are appropriately designed to meet the aims of the test ("Measuring the Success of Accountability Tests: Q & A," 2005). He pointed to the development of an independent monitoring system in Israel designed to evaluate the results of large-scale testing and the consequences for schools as a possible model for the United States to consider.
A second issue is what Catherine Snow (1998) has described as "the different levels of preparation" for school and, relatedly, the importance of early childhood education in facilitating this preparation. Both, she and others have argued, are underspecified in NCLB, which instead emphasizes higher expectations for children (Gewertz, 2005) . However, as noted by sociologist David Karen (2005) , academic preparation and academic achievement are both strongly tied to "larger patterns of resource distribution in the society" (p. 168). It matters where children live, the quality of their housing, the kinds of medical and dental care they receive, and the kinds of resources available in their communities, to name just a few.
Third, the narrow methodological scope and research context of the "best evidencebased practices" identified by NCLB, derived from experimental research involving randomized trials and multiple control-group designs, have drawn criticism. Researchers have argued that practices derived from "controlled settings" cannot be adapted wholesale to complex school settings, in which there are "multiple treatments . . . and multiple student populations"; there is a need to consider contextual variables within school systems and to investigate how they, along with other factors, allow for the success of a particular practice (Dworkin, 2005, p. 173) . As another example, Catherine Snow (1998) , an expert on language and literacy development among children, pointed out that NCLB relied on experimental research in reading to the exclusion of "other sources of knowledge"; the result is an inadequate foundation from which to review applications for federal funding in reading research (Gewertz, 2005) .
In summary, ESEA brings to bear a host of ideas and practices that have become central to the public K-12 school environment among economically disadvantaged children: the idea that cultural factors transmitted in the family home supposedly work against student learning and achievement; the de facto labeling of children as deficient or at risk according to family income criteria and test scores, which may lead to lowered teacher expectations for them and, in this way, also work against student learning and achievement; and institutional reasons for keeping such a system in place. NCLB, meanwhile, has added in the component of high-stakes testing in an accountability system, along with particular benchmarks that have to be met. (The important implications of ESEA and NCLB for the schooling of English-language learners are discussed later in this chapter.) What do researchers specializing in the K-12 pipeline to college have to say about such factors? In the next section, I address this literature and how it has complicated our understandings of the crucial relationships outlined in ESEA and NCLB, namely among students, families, schools, institutions, and communities.
COMPLICATING ESEA: RESEARCH ON THE PIPELINE TO COLLEGE
As detailed in the preceding section, the birth of ESEA was grounded in several key ideas: For example, poor students came from homes with cultural deficits that did not promote academic success, and K-12 schools were sites where such deficits could be effectively countered. The evolution of ESEA, meanwhile, had unintended consequences by creating lowered expectations on the part of teachers toward children labeled as eligible for Title I. Studies in sociology, anthropology, political science, and history have challenged or complicated each of these tenets in several key ways. As I demonstrate in this section, the contributions of social science have expanded our understanding of how families engage with their children's education, how K-12 schools can be sites of both inequality and equality through the messages and practices they employ vis-à-vis students, how governance can influence such messages and practices, and the social forces driving the changing demographics of college enrollment.
How Families Matter
The contributions of sociologists and anthropologists alike problematize the premise that home cultures determine schooling outlooks and outcomes among children. Families do matter, contend sociologists, but in more complicated ways than previously understood. A dominant model in the literature on individual characteristics and college access has been the Wisconsin model of status attainment, initiated by William Sewell (1971 Sewell ( , 1975 , Robert Hauser, and their collaborators in the early 1970s. The Wisconsin model, which initially focused on men, posits that family socioeconomic background, as defined by parental income, education, and occupation, has a powerful effect on an individual's measured ability, educational attainment, occupation, and earnings. Subsequent studies have included women and individuals from different racial/ethnic groups and have examined the role of socioeconomic status in the access of these groups to college, with mixed results as to whether and how it has declined or, alternatively, persisted (Alexander, Pallas, & Holupka, 1987; Baker & Velez, 1996) . In terms of type of college attended, however, sociologists have continued to find strong effects of socioeconomic status on whether individuals enroll in a community college or a 4-year institution and, in the case of the latter, on the kinds of 4-institutions attended (Hearn, 1991; Karen, 2005; Monkturner, 1995) . Other influences of family characteristics, not directly tied to socioeconomic status, include family structure (e.g., two-parent vs. single-parent households) and number, spacing, and gender composition of siblings, which bear upon educational achievement and attainment in terms of the resources families can accord to children (McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994; Powell & Steelman, 1989) .
In attempts to complicate the Wisconsin model, sociologists are concerned about the differences and similarities between aspirations and expectations and the role of socioeconomic status therein. Aspirations signal an ideal, or a hoped-for result; expectations, in contrast, are accompanied by a focused and realistic educational road map of specific steps to be taken to translate these aspirations into outcomes (Morgan, 1996) . Schneider and Stevenson's seminal work (1999) has shown the upward evolution of aspirations over time, with teenagers in the 1990s aspiring to be professionals as opposed to service and administrative workers, which were the goals of 1950s teenagers.
As Schneider and Stevenson (1999) and others have pointed out, however, high aspirations do not necessarily translate into expectations and outcomes, particularly in the case of students who are disadvantaged by the confluence of race, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. MacLeod (1995), for example, studied two groups of young adult men living in public housing in a northeastern city. The "Hallway Hangars," a group of White teenage boys, were very alienated and viewed their life chances as hopeless in a stratified social system. In contrast, the Black "Brothers" bought into the "American dream" and saw more opportunities afforded to them than to their parents. They had concrete occupational goals and believed that success is due to hard work and that, conversely, lack of success is due to some kind of personal failing. When MacLeod revisited the young men 8 years later, he discovered that the Hallway Hangars were either working in low-wage service jobs or were unemployed, in prison, or in the drug trade. The Brothers had done better but not nearly as well as MacLeod had predicted and as they themselves had hoped. Most were working low-wage, highturnover jobs. They found that their high school diploma, which they had worked so hard toward, meant little in the labor market.
Within the domains of aspirations, expectations, and outcomes, sociologists and anthropologists have highlighted the role of parents. Parents draw on cultural capital (knowledge of how the American educational system functions) and social capital (access to social networks that allow individuals to successfully negotiate the system) in conjunction with K-12 schools to provide educational road maps for their children. In quantitative sociological studies, parental support and encouragement have been shown to be pivotal in the formation of children's college aspirations (Hossler & Stage, 1992; Stage & Hossler, 1989) . Anthropologists have focused on why and how lowincome or minority parents do not interact with schools in the ways that middle-class White parents do, without casting the former as deficient. The goal instead has been to unpack why these behaviors make sense to low-income or minority parents, what their motivations are, and how they are received by schools. Thus, in the past two decades, the inquiry has shifted more to how disadvantages related to language fluency in English, culture, and social class can be bridged to facilitate more effective relations between families and schools around children's education. Examples include the work of Knight, Norton, Bentley, and Dixon (2004) , who highlighted the diverse ways, often contrasting with traditional conceptions, in which Latino and Black lowincome families sponsor their children's path to college. Relatedly, Oakes, Rogers, Lipton, and Morrell (2002) stressed the need for low-income and minority students to approach their home cultures as a position of strength from which they can draw.
Further research remains to be done on the informational blockages between families and schools. Such blockages travel in multiple directions. For example, teachers and administrators often do not know much about the family and neighborhood backgrounds of their students and thus cannot tailor instruction-or, when necessary, interventions-accordingly. In addition, many families lack knowledge regarding what their children are doing in school and the steps necessary to complete K-12 education and gain entrance to college (or what Hossler & Gallagher, 1987 , described as the predisposition, search, and choice phases); equally important, they are unaware of the consequences of not taking those steps. Information about the long-term curricular steps necessary to the college pipeline should be made available to students and their families as early as the sixth grade to allow sufficient opportunities for mapping of the process (Cabrera & La Nasa, 2000) . At each step of the process, the stakes must be made explicit, according to Lucas (1999) , who pointed out that working-class parents might not even be aware of the consequences should their children miss out on a college-preparatory sequence. In summary, there is a need to develop policies designed to foster a broader dialogue about the purposes and structure of schooling, the roles of teachers and parents, and the very nature of appropriate discourse on these matters. As Lareau (1987 Lareau ( , 2000 Lareau & Horvat, 1999) and others have shown us, there is not a single uniform picture in these dimensions either. What might be taken as a commonsense understanding that "schools do this" or "teachers do that" may actually vary among parents according to social class, race, ethnicity, and immigrant status in important ways.
How K-12 Schools as Institutions Matter
Another key shift in research on the pipeline to education has been the turn away from the culture of poverty argument toward a more nuanced exploration of educational institutions and systems as sites of capital to which children have unequal access. Simply put, this is about inequality in everyday life within schools and what drives it. Central to this line of inquiry is the idea that while schools do offer the promise of social mobility for students, they nonetheless often end up reproducing existing social inequalities. Anthropologists have found that processes of marginalization, identification, and belonging within schools are central to preparation for the transition to college. Students who are engaged with the school they are attending are more likely to stay in school, do better academically, and consider college as an option. Conversely, as pointed out by Koyama (in press), students at the margins of school "are far more likely to disengage academically, to 'resist' schooling, and to forgo college attendance." Koyama (in press) has called attention to the important role of the school in how these identities are formed, negotiated, and contested. A sense of institutional belonging can occur in what Koyama has described as "capital-rich settings": for example, through connections made with teachers, college counselors, and staff (Valenzuela, 1999) ; through "bridge programs" designed to bridge the gaps in students' existing knowledge bases regarding how to get to college (and to finish); with students in peer organizations, such as migrant student clubs composed of Mexican-descent high school students (Gibson, Bejínez, Hidalgo, & Rolón, 2004) ; or in more informal, peer-created groups (Brittain, 2002) . Within these literal and symbolic spaces, students can find the necessary support to gain agency and thus promote engagement and achievement for one another.
Consistent with analyses of practices taking place within Title I schools, numerous anthropological studies have documented the negative effects of labeling and lowered expectations. Students already designated by gate-keeping agents as disengaged or unlikely to achieve can actively live up to these labels rather than breaking free of them. A powerful form of labeling occurs via teacher expectations and, relatedly, the tracking of students into ability groups, which can lead to social reproduction (Oakes, 1985; Page, 1987) . McDermott (1987 McDermott ( , 1997 and Varenne and McDermott (1998) have shown that labeling of students as "at risk" or "limited English proficient" sets in motion a script not of their own making, but one that they follow to the logical conclusion of academic underachievement. Furthermore, Eckert's (1989) analysis demonstrated how "jocks" were socialized into thinking of themselves as academically and socially integrated within the high school, while "burnouts" were socialized into viewing themselves as marginalized. In this way, disadvantaged students can develop ideologies of resistance that culturally reproduce the class structure and their place within it.
Sociologists, meanwhile, are more concerned with the social forces underlying inequality in schools (Dworkin, 2005) . As institutional contexts, K-12 schools influence the decision-making processes of students as they think about whether college is an option and, if so, where to apply and where to go. As McDonough (1997) has argued, within high schools, students are given different impressions of where they might fit in the college status hierarchy, and these impressions often vary according to students' class backgrounds. Building on Bourdieu's concept of the habitus, she called for high schools to provide an institutional environment that will allow students from disadvantaged groups the structural and cultural advantages available to their peers from higher socioeconomic backgrounds both at home and within the school. There are also differences between high schools regarding what they can provide to their students in terms of college access. At the high end of the spectrum, elite preparatory schools, such as the ones studied by Persell and Cookson (1985) , have deep institutional linkages to officials at elite colleges, and such relationships afford their students an advantage in the competitive admissions process to highly selective schools.
Whether diversity in school governance improves the educational outcomes of students from disadvantaged backgrounds has been a focus of political science research. Particular attention has been paid to the effects of representation of racial minorities on school boards. For example, research shows positive relationships among higher levels of Latino representation, numbers of Latino teachers and administrators in a district, and Latino students' test scores, graduation rates, and academic performance (Fraga, Meier, & England, 1986; Leal, Martinez-Ebers, & Meier, 2004; Meier & Juenke, 2005; Meier & Stewart, 1991) . Political scientists are interested in whether these effects differ for Latinos and African Americans depending on the structures of school boards (e.g., elected vs. appointed), the particular policies adopted by the boards (e.g., increasing minority teachers and administrators in the district), and the particular racial and ethnic groups of the students in the district. Such issues become even murkier in districts that have more than one minority group, such as Latinos and Blacks, interacting with Whites. Coalitions between minority groups in multiracial districts are not a given, as Latinos have sometimes aligned with Whites (Meier & Stewart, 1991) .
The extent to which race-neutral school choice vouchers have been effective in improving the quality of education among students living in districts with poor public schools has been another question for political scientists. School choice vouchers emerged in the 1990s to serve a dual goal: (a) at the individual and short-term level, to provide families in socially isolated, poor, and working-class urban communities the "choice" of sending their children to another district with higher-performing schools, and (b) at the institutional and long-term level, to provide incentives for lowperforming schools to become academically stronger. African American students' and families' support for school voucher programs has been strong, mainly as a way to avoid the effects of residential segregation, which have consistently left them with access to the poorest urban schools (Howell & Peterson, 2002) . However, a choice system relying on the information sets of parents might also mean that those with the greatest resources will benefit. In other words, similar to what anthropologists and sociologists have found, low-income parents might face informational blockages that prevent them from making the best use of the vouchers, as they lack basic information about school performance (Henig, 1995; Schneider, Teske, Marschall, & Roch, 1998; Weimer, 1999) . 
The Evolution of Universal High Education: New Challenges in the Pipeline
At what point do high school students enter the college pipeline?
8 The civil rights movement and related social movements ushered in the ideal of universal higher education (Gelber, in press) , and the past 30 years have seen a measure of success in this regard. We have witnessed dramatic rises in numbers of institutions and enrollments, particularly among members of minority groups, women, low-income students, and immigrants and their children, as well as increases in the availability of financial aid. Table 1 , for example, demonstrates the trend in rising enrollments over time.
Nonetheless, despite our popular conceptions surrounding higher education and the policies enacted to promote access and completion, the pipeline to college continues to be blocked at critical junctures. This is evidenced in the "increasing prestige gap" that has accompanied the rise in enrollments and institutional expansion, occurring at multiple levels: between 4-year schools and 2-year community colleges, between public and private 4-year institutions, and among public and private 4-year institutions. In other words, while greater numbers of individuals, including those from previously excluded groups, have entered the ranks of higher education, the system of higher education itself has been transformed to include different tracks. Table 2 provides a look at this diversity in higher education tracks.
The point at which one enters-and, equally important, exits-the higher education pipeline is noteworthy because it has significant consequences for patterns of socioeconomic mobility. The popular belief in the contemporary United States, one with an empirical basis, is that higher education is the great equalizer. According to Long's forthcoming synthesis of economic research on the transition to college, studies Note. Data are from the Digest of Education Statistics (National Center for Education Statistics, 2003) have consistently shown that each year of education in the United States brings with it a 5%-12% return. Attainment, however, is only part of the story: Institutional stratification in higher education means that not everyone is reaping the same kinds of economic returns from postsecondary schooling. The type of postsecondary institution one attends has important implications for one's socioeconomic trajectory. Hoxby (1998), for example, has shown that graduates of more selective institutions tend to earn more over the course of their careers. Attending a selective college also increases one's likelihood of entering graduate school and of doing so at a major research institution (Eide, Brewer, & Ehrenberg, 1998) . Along these lines, it is important to note that community colleges have become the starting point for many working-class students, particularly racial/ethnic minority students. According to Gelber (in press), since their origins in the early 20th century, community colleges have maintained dual purposes. One has been to provide vocational training to high school graduates who subsequently enter the labor force; the other has been to serve as a stepping stone to 4-year colleges for students interested in obtaining a bachelor's degree. Given the increasing importance of a bachelor's degree to social mobility in the past few decades, the dual missions now exist in uneasy tension. Thus, it is unclear whether community colleges serve more as a stepping stone to the 4-year degree-and, consequently, prospects for further social mobility-or, alternatively, whether they serve to warehouse students into vocational training, resulting in students being unlikely to move further up the postsecondary ladder (Brint & Karabel, 1989; Dougherty, 1987; Frye, 1992) . Given the disproportionate representation of minorities in community colleges, such questions are important, if still understudied.
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The experiences of African Americans and the transition to college post-civil rights shed light on the crucial connections between K-12 schooling and postsecondary institutions. Despite the opening of doors to predominantly White institutions, many Blacks were stymied by lack of adequate preparation at the K-12 level owing to the long history of educational inequality (Duffy & Goldberg, 1998; Higginbotham, 2001) . As a way of increasing Black enrollments in the late 1960s and early 1970s, a large number of schools adopted new policies such as postsecondary remedial education programs, recruitment at largely Black high schools, revisions of admissions criteria, and increased financial aid.
However, as discussed by Reuben (2001) , measures designed to draw greater numbers of African American students continued to use the traditional language of merit without taking the opportunity to broaden the concept of merit or, equally important, to probe more deeply into the academic pipeline to address the inequalities in K-12 schooling en route to postsecondary education. Such decisions put these programs on shaky ground, and by the 1990s admissions to public and private universities of varying levels of prestige were increasingly based on traditional measures of test scores and grades, with commensurate declines in college enrollment among African Americans, particularly at selective institutions. An opportunity to address systemic and long-term issues in the K-12 college pipeline was thus missed. Meanwhile, today college officials and policymakers continue to be confronted with the same problems of how to recruit students from disadvantaged populations in the face of often inadequate K-12 preparation.
In summary, the extant literature on the college pipeline challenges the idea that families matter in their children's schooling only by virtue of their cultural values by highlighting (a) the influence of socioeconomic status on the amount of resources that parents can give to children, (b) the cultural and social capital of parents, and (c) the relationships, and possibly miscommunication, between families and schools. Social scientists have further called attention to the distinctions among aspirations, expectations, and outcomes in the schooling of children. In such processes, families are important, but so are K-12 schools as institutions, that is, through the ways they can inscribe inequality via labeling of children as achievers or underachievers and via practices that reward or marginalize children. How schools are structured-namely, the effects of the racial/ethnic composition and governance of school boards-is also important in this regard. Finally, a valuable lesson can be drawn from the challenges associated with the post-civil rights incorporation of African American students into predominantly White postsecondary institutions: K-12 preparation matters, and we still need ways to address this. How do the needs and experiences of immigrant newcomer students map onto such themes? This is the topic of the next section.
IMMIGRANT NEWCOMER STUDENTS: WHAT WE KNOW
While no exact figures are available in regard to the numbers of immigrant and LEP students enrolled in Title I programs, we know that more newly arrived immigrant families from low socioeconomic strata have tended to settle in urban areas and enroll their children in struggling school districts (Contreras, 2002; Rong & Brown, 2002) . Available data on statewide enrollments of pre-K-12 LEP students in 2000-2001 demonstrate that California (25%), New Mexico (19.9%), Alaska (15%), Arizona (15.4%), Texas (14%), Nevada (11.8%), and Florida (10.7%) were the leaders (National Center for Education Statistics). At the same time, California, Texas, New York, Florida, Illinois, New Jersey, and Arizona were the leaders in terms of receipt of combined LEP and immigrant student funding from the 2003 NCLB Title III state formula grants (Morse, 2005) . Most of the aforementioned states are what migration scholars would describe as destination states for immigrants, or the traditional entry points for immigration. What is only starting to be studied is the rise in the number of immigrants settling in bands of states in the Rocky Mountain, midwestern, and southeastern areas of the country. The LEP student population more than quadrupled in the 1990s in North Carolina and Alabama and more than doubled in Kentucky (Olsen, 2000; Rong & Preissle, 1997) . These are states with little history of-or existing infrastructure, including educational infrastructure, for-immigrant newcomers (Rong & Preissle, 1997) . Institutional responses and students' experiences may thus differ from those in more traditional destination states. How does the federal NCLB define immigrant and LEP students? According to NCLB, immigrant students are first-generation newcomers, namely "individuals aged three to 21 who were not born in the United States and who have attended U.S. schools for less than three years." LEP students are grouped in the same age category but can be U.S. or foreign born; the important criteria here are that their native language is not English and that they have sufficient difficulties with the English language that they would be unable to achieve proficiency on state assessment tests or participate in classes providing instruction in English (Morse, 2005, p. 9) . As shown later, this narrow definition of immigrant students overlooks the common issues faced by foreign-and U.S.-born children of immigrants in our K-12 public schools and is not often used by scholars of immigration and education.
How do immigrant students fit into the federal categories of race and ethnicity used by NCLB to identify short-and long-term trends in academic performance? While the federal designation of immigrant student is quite narrow, its racial and ethnic categories are by contrast very broad, namely African American, Latino, Asian American, and White non-Hispanic. The very complexity of national origins and ethnicity among the children of immigrants means that we have to develop better ways of parsing out these existing categories.
For example, while Asian Americans in the aggregate are outpacing students of other racial and ethnic backgrounds, there are differences according to generational status, national origins, ethnicity, and social class background. The experiences of Southeast Asians, who, generally speaking, have lower levels of educational attainment, have been underexamined (Siu, 1996) ; at the same time, there is a tendency to see other Asian groups, particularly East Asians (e.g., Chinese and Koreans), through the prism of high academic achievement and to overlook any lines of variation therein (Lew, 2004; Louie, 2004) . In the Chinese case, post-1965 immigration has been bifurcated, with some individuals having relatively low levels of formal schooling, possessing little Englishlanguage fluency, and working in ethnic economies (e.g., a Chinatown) and others having high levels of schooling and working in high-prestige occupations in the mainstream economy (Louie, 2001 (Louie, , 2004 .
Similarly, Latinos are an extraordinarily diverse group with "contradictions, tensions, and fissures-around class, race, and color-that often separate them" (M. Suárez-Orozco & Páez, 2002, p. 3), including varying levels of educational attainment (Moll & Ruiz, 2002) . Disaggregated data would provide a more nuanced picture of academic performance and, relatedly, what might be informing it.
Despite such key differences between and within immigrant groups, the popular discourse and, to some extent, the literature have attributed certain commonalities to immigrant newcomers and their children. As I show next, this has prompted a comparison of immigrants and native-born minority groups along cultural lines that hearkens back to the culture of poverty thesis.
Immigrant Newcomer Students: A Cultural Argument?
In the wake of post-1965 immigration, there has been a tendency in the public and scholarly discourse to compare immigrants favorably with their longtime native minority counterparts, particularly African Americans and Puerto Ricans. Overall, immigrants are thought to have an optimism that facilitates their striving in the United States even in the face of labor market disadvantages (Louie, 2004) . In the educational domain, there has been a tendency to view immigrant newcomer students in terms of cultural resources, such as "strong work ethic" and "docile behavior," that allow them to do well in school, as compared with "domestic minority students who are less compliant and disproportionately less likely to achieve" (Noguera, 2004, p. 182) . As Noguera (2004) has pointed out, at its heart, this is a discourse about race, immigration, and education. This argument has been particularly raised with Asian American students, who have been typified as model minorities and whose success is supposedly derived from receiving parental messages emphasizing education and hard work and responding accordingly. The model minority thesis has thus been deployed to explain the higher aggregate levels of educational performance among Asian Americans (Louie, 2004 ).
In some ways, then, the experiences of immigrant newcomer students appear to complicate the culture of poverty thesis that was a point of departure for the birth of ESEA. Even immigrants who come from economically disadvantaged backgrounds are thought to draw on cultural characteristics rooted in ethnicity to pass on higher educational aspirations to their children. Thus, immigrant newcomer students attending "relatively disadvantaged schools," it is argued, fare better than their nonimmigrant classmates (Bankston, 2004, p. 176; Zhou & Logan, 2003) . The cultural experience of being poor and having immigrant parents is arguably different from the experience of being poor and having native-born parents. According to immigration scholars, such an exclusively cultural argument, however, misses the nuances of immigrant incorporation, which is what I turn to next.
Immigrant Incorporation and Its Implications
The literature on family incorporation and its implications for immigrant children's aspirations and outcomes is similar to the findings on native-born children highlighted earlier in this chapter and, at the same time, distinctive. On the first point, it follows that family structure (growing up in an intact family), socioeconomic status (as measured via parental level of education), family homeownership, and poverty status, for example, have similar effects on grades, dropout rates, and aspirations among immigrant children and among their native peers (Alba, Massey, & Rumbaut, 1999; Schmid, 2001) . In short, greater family economic advantage signals higher educational outcomes among immigrant children. It should be noted, however, that the premigration and postmigration statuses of immigrants should be considered. Individuals who were among the middle class in their country of origin may experience downward social mobility in the United States as a result of their lack of legal documentation, the fact that their professional and academic credentials do not transfer to the United States, or language barriers (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001 ). Thus, individuals who are manual workers in the United States may actually have been of middle-class status in their country of origin, a distinction that, if left unattended, can potentially confound findings related to the role of class and children's schooling in the United States.
Immigration scholars have paid considerable attention to how variations in immigrant incorporation shape different aspirations and pathways for immigrant youth. It is here that structural factors particularly complicate the immigrant cultural argument. As noted by Gans (1992) , the straight-line assimilation paradigm, grounded as it was in the experiences of South-Central-Eastern European immigrants from the mid-19th and early 20th centuries, held that successive generations would achieve mobility and assimilation (Gordon, 1964; Park, 1950) . Gans speculated that some of the new second-generation children would have access to the same kinds of low-paid jobs held by their immigrant parents. Rejecting what might be termed as immigrant jobs, these children would experience alienation, joblessness, and poverty and suffer what Gans termed a second-generation decline. He theorized that other second-generation children who could stay in their ethnic niches would exhibit more positive outcomes.
Building on this idea, Portes and Zhou (1993) argued that the children of post-1965 immigrants are assimilating into different segments of society, with divergent outlooks on schooling and socioeconomic outcomes. Two groups are able to achieve upward mobility: those children who assimilate into the White middle class, as per straight-line assimilation, and those children who are able to draw upon strong ethnic communities and develop strong ethnic attachments along with positive outlooks on schooling. A third group of children who experience discrimination and settle near native-born minority groups in struggling neighborhoods adopt negative outlooks on schooling and assimilate into urban poverty. A number of studies, including the work of Portes and Rumbaut (2001) , employing data drawn from the Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Study (based in Miami and San Diego, two gateway cities for the post-1960 immigration to the United States) have confirmed the hypotheses of segmented assimilation theory across various immigrant groups, including the Vietnamese, Chinese, and Punjabi Sikhs (Gibson, 1988; Hao & Bonstead-Bruns, 1998; Zhou, 1992; Zhou & Bankston, 1996) .
Another perspective posited by Ogbu (1995) distinguishes between voluntary immigrant minorities, such as the Chinese, and involuntary minorities, such as African Americans, who did not arrive in the United States of their own accord but rather through conquest or colonization. According to Ogbu, voluntary immigrant minorities are able to maintain a dual perspective derived from what their lives would have been like in their homeland, and thus they express positive views of schooling in the United States. Involuntary minorities, conversely, have a negative perspective derived from their group's experiences with systematic discrimination and thus have learned not to trust the opportunity structure; rather, they develop identities in opposition to it.
While each has contributed much to our understandings of immigrant newcomer students and education, neither Ogbu's framework of voluntary versus involuntary minorities nor segmented assimilation fully captures the diversity in the experiences of these students. As Carola Suárez-Orozco and Marcelo Suárez-Orozco have persuasively argued, it is important to investigate the various "risk and protective factors" at the individual, family, and social network levels to understand the diverse ways in which immigrant children who begin their American schooling with optimism and engagement then start to take different pathways. This is especially important when we consider the wide variations in outcomes among immigrant students themselves.
As noted by Carola Suárez-Orozco (2001), the cultural argument has not only been used to compare immigrant children favorably with domestic minorities. There has also been a tendency to make comparisons among high-and low-achieving immigrant children using culture as a key explanatory variable.
10 According to Suárez-Orozco (2001, p. 586) : "In conducting research with this population, one must always consider the multiplicity of factors that contribute to differential outcomes-structural, cultural, familial, and individual." For example, some children lead transnational lives, migrating back and forth between their homeland and the United States, with attendant interruptions in their schooling (C. . The children of migrant laborers, in most cases Mexican, are an important population of school-aged children with a distinctive set of needs. Not only are their schooling trajectories often interrupted by the need for them to labor themselves and the sporadic life of migrant labor generally speaking, but they also enter our schools suffering from issues related to growing up under conditions of poverty, such as lack of adequate nutrition and health care services (Gibson, 2003) .
Along these lines, the research on social capital, the topic of the next section, focuses on several domains. One domain involves how relationships between immigrant parents and their children are grounded not solely in homeland cultures but in interactions between culture and location in the U.S. social structure (Bankston, 2004) . A second domain focuses on relationships outside the immigrant family, such as interactions "between parents and teachers and students and teachers and among students themselves" (Noguera, 2004, p. 181 ).
Social Capital: Families, Communities, and Schools
Just as social capital has been salient in the research on the overall transition to college, immigration scholars have used this concept to document the role of families, communities, and schools in the educational experiences of immigrant children. The comparative nature of social capital vis-à-vis immigrant and nonimmigrant children is still emergent; however, preliminary findings from a study conducted by Kao and her colleagues reveal that immigrant youth "have less access to social capital but reap greater rewards" from what they do have (Kao, 2004, p. 174; Taggart & Kao, 2003) . Particular attention has been paid to working-class immigrant parents, who face a daunting set of possible disadvantages: Not only do they lack financial resources and have low levels of formal schooling, but they also are unfamiliar with American social norms, the American educational system, and, all too often, the English language, and thus they are unable to be involved in-or, indeed, comprehend-their children's schooling experiences (Kao, 2002 (Kao, , 2004 Portes, 2000; C. Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001 ). The immigrant optimism among working-class parents can be countered by background characteristics that typically lead to lower educational attainment of their children.
11 A central question has been whether immigrants are able to make use of social capital, derived from both within and outside the family, to compensate for their disadvantages in sponsoring the education of their children.
Parents' involvement in their children's schooling is certainly a key form of social capital. For example, to make use of the opportunities to transfer children from underperforming schools specified in NCLB, all parents need to have an adequate understanding of the school system. In the case of immigrant parents, particularly working-class immigrant parents, such issues are more acute as a result of language and culture. There is a need to develop policies that foster dialogue between schools and immigrant parents about the purposes of schooling and relatedly, as per NCLB, how to negotiate the U.S. educational system to achieve those purposes. Lopez (2001) discussed how workingclass immigrant parents can depart from norms of parental involvement, for example, engagement in formal activities with teachers and in the parent association or volunteer work and review of children's assignments. Similar to the findings of the college pipeline literature, Lopez argued that rather than viewing parents as deficient, it is crucial to unpack how they attempt to be involved in their children's schooling. In his study of a Mexican migrant family with high-achieving children, Lopez demonstrated that the parents valued their children's education and, at the same time, tried to teach them about the migrant labor they performed to highlight educational success as an alternative to manual labor. The immigrant parents also encouraged their children to value what they could learn in both the home and school settings.
In interviews with 1.5-and second-generation Chinese American college students, Louie (2001) found shared terrain in how they spoke of their parents' high educational aspirations for them but differences in the strategies and routes their parents provided. Middle-class parents living in the suburbs sent their children to private schools or wellfunded public schools and were actively involved in their children's study according to the traditional model. Urban Chinese parents who worked in the ethnic or mainstream economy drew on ethnic networks to compensate for their structural disadvantages; however, they remained limited in their involvement with their children's education by the long hours they worked and their lack of formal schooling and English-language facility.
Along these lines, Epstein's point (2005) that language and culture need not be insurmountable barriers in family-school relations is well taken. Lawrence-Lightfoot's (2003) research, for example, has shown us how teachers at schools with immigrant populations have been able to develop innovative ways to reach out to parents as a group through family workshops. Further research needs to be conducted on ways to foster these relationships among immigrant parents and, relatedly, on how families' involvement actually influences their children's academic and behavioral outcomes (Epstein, 2005) . Drawing on their work with immigrant newcomer families and public schools, Carola Suárez-Orozco and Marcelo Suárez-Orozco have argued that parental involvement needs to be considered through multiple lenses, for example, how teachers are regarded in countries of origin (e.g., a model of parental deference to teachers as contrasted with the U.S. model of parental advocacy on behalf of the child) and the fact that "many immigrant homes often do not have the resources that are required for many complex homework assignments-computers, Internet access, parental English skills, and even parents' time" (C. Suárez-Orozco, 2001, p. 583) .
Beyond the immediate family, immigrant communities are another potential source of social capital. Here comparative studies are crucial if there is to be a better understanding of the variations in access to social capital between and within immigrant groups, notably Asian and Latino children, who are disproportionately represented among the children of immigrants. In her Los Angeles-based study, Zhou (2002) argued that even when Chinese and Korean American children live in the same neighborhood with Latinos (e.g., Mexicans, Salvadorans, and Guatemalans), they have unequal access to neighborhood resources that facilitate higher school performance and enhanced college preparation. The Chinese and Koreans have access to financial capital to start neighborhood-based resources (e.g., private after-school programs run by and for co-ethnics) and also have strong ties with middle-class, suburban co-ethnics, thereby decreasing the social isolation that comes with living in a city and facilitating access to shared information about schooling. As a result of their different mode of incorporation, the Latinos do not have a sufficiently developed ethnic economy to support such activities, and their ties with middle-class co-ethnics are comparatively weak.
In a large-scale study of the second generation 12 in New York City, John Mollenkopf, Philip Kasinitz, and Mary Waters examined the educational attainment of these immigrants in relation to their parents' educational background. Preliminary findings from a pilot study 13 indicate that Chinese and Korean respondents "made the best use of the New York City public schools, compared to other groups, including native whites" (Kasinitz, Mollenkopf, Waters, Lopez, & Kim, 1997, p. 13) . Among the Chinese, information about the public school system was transmitted partially through ethnic networks, including middle-class co-ethnics, and facilitated by the group's more integrated residential incorporation. Thus, the Chinese ended up at "better" schools (Kasinitz et al., 1997) . Findings from the large-scale study 14 confirmed the distinctiveness of the working-class Chinese in this regard, which led to higher educational outcomes for the members of the second generation, both relative to their parents and relative to other second-generation groups (Mollenkopf, Waters, Holdaway, & Kasinitz, 2005) .
Ethnic social capital, however, is only one form that is of use to immigrant children. Patricia Fernandez-Kelley (2002) and others have highlighted the role of nonethnic social actors, in particular institutional actors. She has argued that weak ties, as defined by Granovetter (1973) , are the key to providing bridges "that span individuals and resources" (p. 82). This is especially important for children whose families do not have the information to link them to broader society.
Schools can be powerful sites of both non-ethnic and ethnic social capital for immigrant children. Supportive relations with high school teachers and counselors and other high-achieving peers have been shown to be crucial to the outcomes of Latino students. Those low-income, minority students who have access to such relations become the exceptions, as they do well in school and develop resiliency to overcome their structural disadvantages (Conchas, 2001; Goyette & Conchas, 2002; Stanton-Salazar, 2001 ). In a similar vein, Gibson (2003) found that the migration education program at a California high school served several key functions insofar as it contributed to supportive relationships within the school and fostered institutional belonging. The pro-gram also created links among the home, school, and community, which have been found to be important in the overall research on the transition to college and are consistent with the findings of other immigration research (Roffman, Suárez-Orozco, & Rhodes, 2003) . The importance of mentoring for immigrant youth, particularly through institutions, is evident in such programs as Puente in California, which helps Latino students early in the pipeline to college (e.g., middle school to high school to college) through both adult mentoring and peer partnerships that focus on preparation for, access to, and retention in college (Gándara, 1998) .
In a comparative study examining both ethnic and non-ethnic social capital, Louie (2005a) found that both working-class Dominican and Chinese immigrant parents valued education but did not have the resources to be involved in their children's schooling. The key distinction observed was the extent to which families could mobilize ethnic social capital to obtain the desired return-in this case, a higher-performing high school than one would ordinarily have access to. Financial capital and neighborhood incorporation mattered in such processes. The Chinese immigrant parents drew on ethnic social capital that allowed them access to higher-performing public schools for their children, although there was variation related to economic resources. Dominican immigrants drew on ethnic social capital that led them to higher-performing Catholic schools, provided they had the financial capital. Absent the requisite financial capital, the Dominican respondents turned to neighborhood high schools, which tended to be underperforming. Dominican families living in metropolitan centers with more choices lacked the knowledge of how to negotiate stratified public school systems. Furthermore, the information passed on through ethnic social networks proved limited to the respondents in the college application process. It is here that non-ethnic social capital, in the form of weak ties and institutional actors, becomes very important (Fernandez-Kelley, 2002; Granovetter, 1973) .
What Immigrant Students Learn in School Around Belonging
Similar to the college pipeline literature, migration scholars have underscored the importance of what immigrant newcomer students learn in schools about themselves, particularly their home cultures and their place in American social life. Here the distinctiveness of the immigrant experience is clear. Beyond the stressor of poverty, which cuts across immigrant status, the challenges facing immigrant youth are many and, in some cases, particular to migration. To be sure, exclusion along the lines of culture, skin color, or, to some extent, language is certainly shared between immigrant and nonimmigrant students, as are the developmental challenges common to all children. However, the anxiety occasioned by separation from loved ones and "cultural dislocation" and the stigmas attached to having close ties to another country and being of a particular ethnicity (e.g., the unfair association of Haitians with risk of AIDS) are specific to migration (Goodwin, 2002; Roffman et al., 2003; Stepick, Stepick, Eugene, Teed, & Labisierre, 2001 ). C. Suárez-Orozco and Suárez-Orozco (2001) used the term social mirroring to describe the negotiations that immigrant children undergo around the expectations of mainstream society, and they argued that "the all-too-often distorted reflections have a corrosive effect on the developing identities of children" (p. 15). In this way, Latino children must confront the pan-ethnic conception of Latinos as academic underachievers, drug dealers, and recipients of public assistance, while Asian American children negotiate the all-encompassing stereotype of them as overachievers (Louie, 2004, in press-a) .
There is clearly a need for more research, particularly ethnographic research, to determine the role of schools in this important process. For better or for worse, schools are immigrant newcomer children's major point of contact with their host society (C. Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001 ). In the past, the mission of public K-12 schools was to Americanize the children of immigrants, contributing to straight-line assimilation among the descendants of immigrants from the mid-19th century to the early 20th century. Gibson (1998) has argued that this continues to happen in schools today. The question, however, is whether that is what schools should be doing:
We need to ask, therefore, if schools need to encourage immigrant children to take up American ways as rapidly as possible. Is this necessary or appropriate? What is the proper role for schools in helping immigrant students to be successful in school? What role does acculturation play in this process? (Gibson, 1998, p. 617) In this vein, Lee (2002) found that Hmong American students at an urban high school in Wisconsin had few positive identity options. They were seen as either foreign (Louie, 2004) or aligned with urban youth culture, an American identity synonymous with racial minorities and therefore seen as deviating from the norm as well. Lee argued that the identity norm in the school was White and middle class, which went unproblematized to the detriment of non-White students. In summary, lines of future inquiry should investigate the factors related to schools that foster belongingand, conversely, marginalization-and the resulting academic pathways. For example, Lee's (2002) call is for schools to impart the idea "that there are multiple ways of being American" (p. 245).
Language and Learning in K-12 Schools
Both a sense of belonging and academic achievement are also centrally tied to the core issues of language instruction in K-12 schooling. In 2000-2001, LEP students were overwhelmingly of Spanish-speaking origins (79%) as opposed to Vietnamese (2%), Hmong (1.6%), Cantonese (1%), or Korean (1%). In the decade between 1992-1993 and 2002-2003 , the number of LEP K-12 students nearly doubled, to about 5 million (Morse, 2005, p. 1) . This is not exclusively a foreign-born issue. As described earlier, according to federal guidelines, the LEP designation is broader in nativity status than the immigrant student category. Thus, about 16% of U.S.-born children of immigrants are LEP students. Nor is this an exclusively elementary school phenomenon. In fact, immigrant children make up a larger share of the secondary than elementary school population: 6.4% versus 3.8%. This is important given that secondary schools are typically less equipped than elementary schools to teach content, language, and literacy (Fix & Passell, 2003) .
Historically, as a result of nativist sentiments, the United States has been rightly described as the "cemetery" of foreign languages brought by immigrants (Hakuta, 1986; Lieberson, 1981) . Both trends continue today, as can be seen in the Englishonly movement (Portes & Hao, 2002) , which exists alongside evidence of a stark loss of ethnic languages among the second generation. Although full English-Spanish bilingualism, as measured by speaking, understanding, reading, and writing with equal facility in both languages, does exist in contrast to the relative loss of such languages as Chinese, Haitian Creole, and Portuguese, it is certainly not prevalent (Portes, 2002) . Meanwhile, in the public domain, there has been considerable debate about the need for and effectiveness of bilingual education. Again this is evidenced by the Englishonly movement, which surfaced in the 1980s and continues to garner strength. As documented by Fogg-Davis (2005) , public opinion polls affirm English-only mandates from an ideological standpoint and reflect the assumption that bilingual education is infeasible as an instructional strategy. However, the increasing movement to eliminate bilingual education, as evidenced in California, Arizona, and Massachusetts, creates new challenges, especially for students at the secondary level who must grapple with cultural, linguistic, and academic adjustments all at the same time (Crawford, 1997; .
Researchers have argued that bilingualism is an important goal for at least three reasons. First, there is the issue of belonging and, conversely, marginalization related to an immigrant child's understanding of how his or her "home" language is being perceived in the schools. Second, there is the association of improved performance on cognitive measures with fluent bilingualism (Cummins, 1976; Hakuta, 1986) . Third, there are long-term benefits, given that fluent bilingualism among the children of immigrants could conceivably facilitate family relationships and incorporation into the labor market, particularly in a globalizing world that increasingly puts a premium on multilingual capacities (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001) .
Despite the stakes involved, bilingual education has had a contentious history in the United States, arguably never more so than today. The year 1968 saw the creation of supplemental funding for English-language learners through the Bilingual Education Act, Title VII of ESEA; funds are directed to school districts, and in fiscal year 2001 support was provided for 1,000 projects, with an average of "$328 per LEP student served" (Morse, 2005, p. 6) . Within K-12 schools, argued Stein (2004) , English-language learners are labeled as deficient in ways similar to their Title I counterparts. In 2001, NCLB merged the bilingual education program with an emergency program for states receiving a large influx of immigrant students into Title III, which grants funds to states for English-language acquisition and language enhancement (Morse, 2005) . NCLB also called for new mandates in accountability for LEP students, who must now reach proficiency on standardized tests by 2014 and whose scores must be reported by schools in a separate category. In math and science, LEP students may continue to be tested in their native languages without restrictions; in reading and language arts, however, there is a 3-year window in testing in their native languages. After that 3-year window elapses, LEP students must be tested in English (Morse, 2005, p. 10) . The challenges can be seen in testing data derived from the 2003 National Assessment of Educational Progress demonstrating that fourth and eighth graders who were English-language learners were 2 to 3 years behind their classmates (Thompson, 2004) .
The language assessment issues are complex and manifold. First is how Englishlanguage learners are actually assessed when starting school in the United States, along with implications for how they should be instructed. This is a complex population, with some students starting their schooling with no facility in English and others starting with limited skills in English or skills in both English and their home language. As an example of the implications of this complexity, it has been recommended that instruction in their native language be provided to youngsters who start their schooling with no English skills. If such services are not available, then the youngsters should be instructed in speaking English prior to reading in English (Snow, 1998) . It has also been recommended that students who have been educated in another country be assessed in their verbal abilities in their native language and in math (C. Suárez-Orozco, 2001) . From that initial basis, LEP students need to be appropriately assessed over the course of their schooling. This represents another complex terrain, as studies have indicated that while oral proficiency can occur in as short a time span as 2 years, "advanced proficiency in a second language typically takes five to seven years" (Thompson, 2004, p. 4) .
Certainly, a teaching pool qualified to instruct a student population having such complex linguistic needs is key, and currently such a teaching force is not available in the necessary numbers (C. Suárez-Orozco, 2001; Thompson, 2004) . Beyond language development for English-language learners and content knowledge, teachers need to have multifaceted skill sets. For example, they need to be conversant in the particular developmental challenges faced by immigrant students, especially those who have had no, little, or interrupted schooling in their countries of origin, and the cultures of immigrant students. In this fashion, teachers will be able to connect in powerful ways with immigrant students through meaningful relationships and pedagogy (Goodwin, 2002) .
To address the particular needs of immigrant newcomer adolescents, especially those who have little proficiency in English and have only limited exposure to formal schooling, school districts have implemented newcomer programs for middle and high school students. These can take the form of programs within schools, at separate sites, or as schools unto themselves. In a nationwide survey of 115 such programs, Short (2002) found that the students served resided in states with large immigrant influxes such as California, New York, Texas, Minnesota, Nevada, and New Jersey. Other common characteristics were the urban base of many of the programs and the low-income status of the students, as evidenced by the fact that anywhere from four fifths to all of the students in 85% of the programs qualified for free or reduced-price lunches. As noted by Short (2002) , more research needs to be done to evaluate the effectiveness of such programs and, relatedly, their effectiveness among particular groups relative to others.
In summary, while there is considerable overlap between the literatures on immigration and education and the transition to college, there needs to be greater attention paid to how factors such as "human and social capital, family structure, community organi-zations, and cultural patterns" play out in the lives of immigrant children and their implications for educational aspirations, expectations, and outcomes (Schmid, 2001, p. 82) . Mary Waters (1999) and others have documented the high levels of residential segregation experienced by some children of immigrants who live in neighborhoods of concentrated poverty, few services, and violence. These children consequently attend deteriorating inner-city schools that thwart both their own and their family's optimism (Crawford, 1997; Orfield & Yun, 1999) .
It is important to note, however, that the effects of segregation can differ according to the immigrant group in question. In an analysis of segregation and its consequences for schooling among New York City immigrant children enrolled in public elementary and middle schools, Ellen, Regan, Schwartz, and Stiefel (2001) found that Soviet immigrants were the most segregated of all of the groups. However, in their case, racial segregation had positive effects. They attended schools with student populations characterized by lower rates of poverty and non-White ethnicity, higher rates of English skills, and higher test scores. Their teachers also had higher levels of experience in the profession and more education. This was in contrast to Dominican immigrants, who were also segregated but attended schools with classmates who were "virtually all poor, and virtually all black and Hispanic," and were taught by "less experienced and less well educated" teachers "compared to all other groups" (Ellen et al., 2001, p. 24) . We still need a more comprehensive understanding of how residential segregation matters in the educational lives of immigrant children, as compared with their native-born peers, and between different groups of immigrants, particularly with regard to the quality of the schools they attend. Beyond the matter of how immigrant children attend public K-12 schools, we need to tap into what actually happens within the schools themselves.
CONCLUSION
In her analysis of the culture of education policy, Stein (2004) called upon practitioners not to expect less of students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds on the basis of supposed family deficits. Rather, she argued for the need for strong school leadership at all levels to ensure that all children have the opportunity to learn. Drawing on the spirit of her insights, I would encourage researchers to examine the effects of teacher and peer expectations of immigrant children, again with comparative attention to their native peers and to variations between immigrant groups in terms of how they perform in our K-12 schools, whether they enter (or do not enter) the postsecondary pipeline, and where they attend college.
In summary, there should be more cross fertilization among research, policy, and practice focusing on the children of immigrants and nonimmigrants in our urban schools. Regardless of nativity status, native-born and immigrant children alike are often attending the same urban schools, schools characterized by disinvestment, gangs, and concerns about general safety. Given that higher education has become the ticket to American social mobility, we need to ensure that children have some kind of equitable access to postsecondary schooling.
How can we improve the opportunity of all children to learn in public schools? Scheurich (1998) , for example, offered a model based on a "highly collaborative and democratic" organizational culture that includes students' cultures and languages, their parents, and an active learning relationship of give and take. His research drew on public elementary schools, attended by children of color from low socioeconomic groups, that have experienced great success in academic performance. How does immigrant status map onto such a model, and will there be variation according to the location of the school and the mix of students? Such questions are important to consider.
In conclusion, immigrant newcomer children are a growing and important population in our nation's K-12 schools. It is crucial for researchers and policymakers to consider how factors already identified as important for their native peers matter for their educational experiences and how they might have distinctive needs. This is an especially compelling issue given the new climate of accountability that has accompanied NCLB.
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NOTES
12 Second generation is defined here as U.S.-born children of immigrants and foreign-born children who arrived in the United States by the age of 12 and, thus, were largely educated and socialized in an American context. 13 In this pilot study, the immigrant groups were Chinese, Korean, South American, Dominican, and Haitian and the native-born comparison groups were White, Black, and Puerto Rican. The authors cautioned that the pilot study provided preliminary results that served more as themes to explore in the Project on the Second Generation in Metropolitan New York than as findings. Please see Kasinitz et al. (1997) .
14 The Project on the Second Generation in Metropolitan New York focuses on 18-32-yearold adults who are either native born (Whites, African Americans, and Puerto Ricans) or second generation (Dominicans, West Indians, Chinese, Russian Jews, Colombians, Ecuadorians, and Peruvians), who were born in the United States to parents who immigrated after 1965, or who were born abroad but arrived in the United States by 12 years of age and grew up here. The project draws on three methods: a random-sample telephone survey of respondents, inperson and in-depth interviews with a selected subsample of survey respondents, and targeted ethnographies at various field sites.
